When this book first appeared on the publisher\'s list, some colleagues mentioned its subject to me. They wondered how it would differ from a book I had published some years ago. I wondered too: but I approached the book with an open mind and a realization that historical research and interpretation has a shelf life. Perhaps it was time for a new approach.

I cannot say that I was convinced that this book provided it. The author starts with a misapprehension. "There are few recent historical works that include accounts of addiction ..." (p. 3), she claims. The aim of the new book is to provide a nuanced account of addiction in the nineteenth century. My own *Opium and the people* is acknowledged as having done this. But, so Foxcroft states, "the 'nature and significance' of addiction is relegated to an appendix in the 1987 edition" (p. 5). She has this wrong. The main text of the book, which I wrote, contains a whole section and two chapters (12 and 13) which deal with the nature of opium use as a disease, the emergence of disease views and the role of hypodermic morphine in the process. The appendix which she criticizes was written by Griffith Edwards and this is clearly stated in the book; thus the words quoted represent the view of a psychiatrist in the 1980s, not the historical discussion in the rest of the text. Other authors---Geoffrey Harding and Terry Parssinen, for example---have also touched on the emergence of these concepts in their work and Mariana Valverde\'s *Diseases of the will*, which is not cited, has given a recent reinterpretation. Establishing new interpretation is fine and to be welcomed---but it should not be done by misrepresenting the existing state of play.

The book\'s contents did not reduce my sense of irritation. Much parallels that in my own production. There is a discussion of early history; the period before the nineteenth century (the usual authors are cited); the impact of poisoning by opium; literary use; the Earl of Mar case, which opened up discussion of whether the moderate and lengthy use of opium was harmful; the Chinese and anti-opium agitation; the emergence of addiction through discussion of the use of the hypodermic syringe and literary sources. There is new material but often some familiar quotations peep through.

What is different? The availability of a larger amount of secondary comment on literary usage has enabled the author to write well about this topic. The chapters provide interesting quotation and further detail about addicts such as Helen Gladstone, sister of William. I am surprised that the recent focus on Wilberforce with the current interest in the abolition of the slave trade has made nothing of his tolerated opium addiction, a parallel example of attitude change over the last two centuries. The greater volume of historical interpretation on the wider history of medicine field which now exists is also drawn upon. Some areas of significance are not here. There is little on popular use and nothing on the Fens, nothing on the legislative issues of the nineteenth century---the role of pharmaceutical regulation or the role of patent medicines.

There are some surprising omissions. One is the connection between disease theories of opium and those concerned with alcohol, addiction to drugs and to alcohol. There is an appendix on opium and alcohol but it does not touch on the connection. The few references to inebriates and inebriety in the index also do not lead to a sustained discussion. If the book\'s aim is to deepen our understanding of the role and emergence of addiction as a concept it must surely discuss this connection, which was an important one. Overall the book has its interesting passages, but I found it difficult to understand what was really new and original about its approach.
